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Abstract

This paper presents results from a study of the effects on student

-
<

development of 'open" and "traditional® family and school environments.

\
The theory is entertained that a match (or congruence) of family and

school styles improves some student ouccomes, while a mismatch (or incon-
gruence) of environments results in improvement of different student
outcomes. Using survey data from 4079 white students in g.ades 6, 7, 9
and 12 in 16 secondary schools in Maryland, tests for interaction effects

~

fail to reach accepted levels of significance consistently across grades

3

for any outcome or within grades for multiple outcomes by any family

.
4

environmental dimension,
Instead of interpretable family-school interactions, there are impor-
tant main effects, Particylar family and school conditions have consis;

tently significant, positive consequences throughout adolescence for the

seven student outcomes. At all grade levels greater participation in

family decisions is associated with more positive, personality development
and school coping skills; greater participation in classroom decisions are
‘related to more positive school coping skills; and higher family socio-

economic status is important for higher aspirations.

The studz~demons§r§;gs the benefits of us;gg;éggsific_familz and

school environmental measures to supplement standard social class variables

for better understanding of educational processes.
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- Introduction

In the 19th century, the practices and goals of the family matched
the practices and goals of the‘sfhools. For example, tHE’clergy gave o
sermons reviewing the similar duties of parents and schoolmasters, the aims

of education at home and at schqol? and the means to reach the Well—dgfined
goals (Prentice and Houstin, 1975). The prescrigtions for education af
school and for child-rearing at home were the same; a family-schésl "match”
was inherent in the social-educational system, "

Today, the practices and goals of schouls and families are divergent,
There'are a great variety of styles and approaches, so that a congruence of
school and family environments cannot be assumed. Schools have begun to
diversify their practices to revise the student's role in terms of the
amount of authority students share with their teachers, and the amo':nt of
student participation in classroom academig decisions., On the one hand,
there are sgill many schools char?cterized by the stylized environment of
seats in rows, chalk and board, teacher in front of the room, assignments
collected at the dismissal bell, and lines of students entering now and

exiting then., Students in these more traditiomal schools have limited

autonomy; authority remains largely vested in the teacher and school admin-

istration (Katz, 1964), At the same time, there are also in operation to-
day schools characterized by moveable desks and .chairs, students working

in small groups or learning centers, teachers moving about the room to
instruct groups or individuals, assignments completed in flexible time
frames, and students progressing from one lesson to another or one sub ject
to another or one room to another according to personal choice and individu-

alized schedules, The roler of students and teachers in these schools have

~I
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been revised. Stud;nts have consid?rable autonomy for many academic and
behavioral decisions that have been typically the responsibility of teachers
(Epstein and McPartland, 1975, 1976b).

Similarly, families today differ in style and structure, and in préc-
tices, values,'aqa_goals; Some families create home environments based on
greater child par££;ipation in family decisions; other families maintain
different child-rearing practices with more parent-control and less child-
participation. The naturél environmental contrasts of families and schools
based on divergent philosophies of education and child-rearing permit and
encourage the examination of the effec;s of congruent and incongruent

environments on child development from a scciological perspective,

Pszchalogists hage established s;veral expectations from their studies .
of trait-treatment interactions (Atkihson, 1974; Bracht, 1970; Hunt, 1971;
Mitchell, 1969; Pervin, 1968). They assume that interaction effects will
improve our understanding of the leapning process and will alter the way we
organize and dispense education to individuals. This paper focuses on the
potent:ial interaction 9f two social environments -~ thé}éome and the échool.
The general contentionaﬁs that different fa@ily environments that provide ,;
students with contrasting experiences and treatment at home produce young-
sters who require different educational environments at schcol for optimal - - %i_

development of a wide range of student outcomes.

Interaction Typologies
Interest in person-environment interactions to determine optimal con-
ditions for iearning for students with different characteristics or needs

has influencad many theories and explanations of educators, psychologists

and sociologists (Atkinson, 1974; Gronbach and Snow, 1977; Dewey, 1902;
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Kohlberg, 1966; Lewin, 1935; Piaget, 1932; Stern, 1961; Torrence, 1965). s
For some researchers, theories of interaction are based on a match between
the individual’s current level of ability for a given skill and the new

demands within an educational setting for further development of a skill

or ability. This is an interaction of person and pace within a single

learning sequence or environment (Piaget, 1932; Kohlberg, 1966; Torrence,

-

1965; Turiel, i969). Other research concerns the interaction of ﬁgzﬁgg and
BliSEi that is, multiple or alternative learning environments are¢ designed
to match the d;eds of different personality types or styles of learning
(Feldman and Newcomb; 1969; ﬁblland, 1973; Hunt,\197}i Pervin, 1968; Stern,
1970). For example, Stern's (1970) need-press model examines the effect

of congruence of the college environment and student personality types on
~

autonomy; Pervin's (1968) classification of individual-environment M"fig"

attempts to account for performance and satisfaction'differences; Holland's
(1973) model involves matching type of per;onality anq type of vqgational
environmen;s for positive effects on vocational satisggction‘a;d achievement;
and Feldman and Newcomb's (1969) work on acceutuation concerns the. effect

»

on behavior and attitudes of matching self-conceptions and_type of college

or college subsettings. . ) - - - T -

" The digtinciion between inéeraction of person with pace or place is
an important\ghe. InteractioPs'based on person andgpggg involve the match-
ing of each individual with a task in a particular learning sequence which
leads, in well-defined order, to the mastery of a skill, which in turn,
leads to a new skill in an ordered learning hierarchy. Depending on prior
learning, different individuals enter the curriculum sequence at different -

points and move at different rates through a single sequence of tasks and

skills, They spend different lengths of time learning or reviewing skills,

"
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but all proceed in a prescribed, increasingly complex sequence of skills.

When person and pace are optimally_coﬁbined, all .individuals can ultimately

achieve or master the final gkild in a learning sequence, barring the'defglop-

ment of extreme or abnormal conditions, .Interactions based on’person and

. ! - - . V]
Pace are included in the typology of interactions of Snow (1970) and Salomon

(1972) as remedial treatments, - L " -,

"

N b - . = . »
Interactions based on person and place involve individuals in contrast- -

e
.

ing or alternative treatments based on selected measured individual prefer-
ences or predispositions and lead either (a) to the same end result of

N
W
o P s

mastery of a skill, but by difterent educational routes and précésses, -

(compensatory treatments) or (b) to different end results as individual

. .

talents and unique skills are matched’ with contrasting conditions of educa-

-~

fion (preferential treatments),
In practice, the dynamics of growth may be directed.by both pace and

place., A "match" of preferred learning and,cegch;gg styles at one time may

“be a "mismatch" at a later‘time'if'heﬁ skills are developed or required. .

. ' ' -

A 1 . o P b ">",:
For example; students_work{ng'in math who uspally,leérnvindependentiy with

little supervision may ‘requite a skort pgriod of,trgdit{oﬁal instxuction .
: %" St : Co .

~
.

and close supervision for a_few lessons when a difficult, new concept is

being introduced, Or, students may change pace as they proceei with learn-

L d - A .
ing, For example,'studenté;who'typically move speedily through a learning: /¢

- B

sequence may require slow, remedial assis;ance to Tearn and review a par-
ticular skill in the séﬁue;ce, and then revert to their more typical pace

for many weeks or months thereafter. Hunt (1971) has attempted to formulate
a complex theory that incorporates a prescribed level of disequilibrium or
chaliengé into a preferential treaément model (see also Atkinson, Lens, R

and O'Malley, 1976), (,’ )
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In’ $pite of the interest in interactions and the useful distinctions

- = » ot ,\__\

between fypes that may pgurate, few interaction effects have been documen-

ted or replicated in rigorous research (Berliner and Cahen, 1973; Ssalomon,

~ N e

: 1972; Felﬁman and Weileér, 1976) Indeed,, research is in its infancy in

3

the development oB theories and evidence of enviro:mental interactions

™ s~ .

N Y ~

(Spady, 1973). \ N ..

x » -~ b,
I

- ', Im this paper We are examining closely the potential of environment-

- S

environment interactions--an extension of the mare familfgr‘trait-treatmenﬁt

(preferential)‘model. Specifically, this research‘considersfthe juxtaposi-.

e
-

.
‘ - hi

tion of léarninfgztii:s developed in two'énvironments--home dnd school, "*

We assume that t luentia1 environment a person experiences at home‘may

L “

produce a preferred style for learning,which c?uld be coordinated with

-
I3

the school environment to optimize motivation and learning. In particular,‘
. A
students from families that provide many opportunitiés for child participa-

-~ »
. -

!
tion in decision-making at home may make gfeater progress in classrooms

2 ”

where the_gyudents partake in important academic decisions; and studen\sa

A - o 0 ‘

. from fémilies that prov1de few opportunities fjk child partic1pation in -

family decisions may progress best in classrooms where the teachers have \
~ - \

» 3 o
total responslbility for‘important academic decisions. We wopld eﬁpect that’

+ - ~ - ‘e ., g -

a positive effect of a match ox Congruenée of«homerand schouol environments

L S L I N . r )
should be noted for.some student outcomes, partiaqularly those where comfort
. - ‘ . o 1 ]

and famillarity‘With ‘an environment 'is an important’ determinant of ithe out-
come. On the other hand, for other types of stndént outcdmes, it may pe

the case that a mismatch, or incongruence of home and school styles pro- . .

-

N

motes greater growth because of the challenge and stimulation, that is

encountered, If no interaction between environments is evident, we must

N

consider whether particdfar school environmental conditions optimize_student

- .

development on several outcomes regaréless of family experiences. ' _

- ”

. - 11
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Research designed to examine the links between school and family environ-
ment has been limited, anﬁiguous and unreplicated (Minuchin, 1969; élaughter,
197%; Solomon and Xendall, 1975; Ward and Barcher, 1975).. However, many
soclal scientists and educators maintain that studies to identify powerful
interactions ;an significantly add to our understanding of the ;otal pro-
cess ¢f education. )The need for systematic research on family and school
interactions has frequently been expressed (Bidwell, 1972; Booco;k, 1972;
Clausen, 1968;—Leichter, 1974 Slaughtgr, 1977). The study described in
the next sectio; attempts to fill some of the gaps noted in earlier studies.
It utilizes similgr concepts ahd measurement of the family and school
variables to consider the effects of interaction of family and school environ-
meﬁ;s for a diverse set of affective outcomes.l

The Sample-and Measures
The sample for ;his study is &979 white students from grades 6, 7,
9 and 12 in ter middle schools arnd ‘six high schools in a Maryland district.
The district was selected because it i§ one of the few in the nation that
had developed significantly differéﬁt school enviromments at the secondary
level. At each,gradéalevel, thére are schools with "open'" instructional
programs and other schools with "traditional" programs (E?stein and McPart-
land, 1975). The student population also provides significant variation

within schools in family &haracteristics, both in social class and in family

authority systems (McPartland and Epstein, 1976).

The independent variables.

Three measures of the f§mily environment are key independent variables,

N

l/Consideration of academic outcomeg--standardized achievement test scores--
is found in McPartland and Epstein, 1977.

12




Two measures assess the family authority-control system: Family decision-

maKking style concerns the nature of communication-control between parents
and child, and the degree of participation by the child in family decisions;

level of regulation concerns the extent to which rules control the child's

activities at home, The third family environment measure is socioeconomic

status and includes parents' education, material possessions, and family
%
* size,

Two aspects of the school environment are featured. First, openness |

of the instructional program, is a continuous aggregate measure of the

degree of student choice, individualization, and physical freedom in the

B \\‘
classroom. The second measure, classroom decision-making style, is a
(]
AN

measure of the‘degree of participation by the child in clagsroom decisions,

The scale is parallel in construction and content to the family decision-
making scale, but focuses on teachers rather fhan parents as apthority
figures with whom the child communicates and shares responsibilities., 2

Other individual background variables used in selected analyses

include sex of stddent, student intelligence (verbal IQ), and report card
grades in English and math. The independent variables are fdescribed in

Appendix A;l/ -

The faﬁily and school‘Ssyifunﬁéntalvﬁ;asures are based on the feported
behgvioral practices or pﬁ;sieal characteristics of the two settings. It
is generally believed that person-environment interaction studies require
measurement of the person and environment in comparable form (Clausen, - -
1968; Holland, 1973; Hunt, 1971; Stern, 1970). In this study, the family
and classroom decisior-making style scales are directly parallel, In

& N I

MﬂwéZIhé,relibbility“uf“arl independent véfiébles are presented along with
analyses that support the validity of the measures in Epstein and McPartland,
1975, McPartland and Epstein, 1976, and Epstein and McPartland, forthcoming,

13




addition, openness of the family and openness of the school program represent

-

common underlying constructs for tests of family-schdol interactions.

Table 1 summarizes sfu&ent responses on measures of family and school
environments. On four of the measures--family decision-making style, level
of regulatisn, openness of school program, and classroom decision-making--
there is clear evidence of a developmental trend for older students toward
more .esponsibility and participation in decisions.

The dependent variables,

Three types of outcome variables entail seven measures of student be-

haviors.l/ Details of the seven measures are reported in Appendix A.

Personality:

¢

1. Self-reliance is an 18-item scale of student ability to operate

independent of adult direction or peer support.

2. Self-esteem is a 4-item self evaluation of personal worth and
ability,

3. Control of environment is a 9-item scale that concerns the degree

[N

to which a Q&pdent feels control over actions and’events in the

s

environment ,

A Y

1/

~'Researchers increasingly cite the importance of the study of affective
measures as objectives of schooling in addition to achievement (Averch,
1972; Bloom, 1976; Jencks, 1972). Affective outcomes may be particularly
important to include in studies of open and traditional schocls and families
because of the assumptions that experience in contrasting authority-control
settings result in the development of different skills and talents, apart
from standardized achievement (Barth, 1972; Minuchin, 1969; Piaget and In-
felder, 1969; Rathbone, 1971; Weber, 1971). Affective and achievement mea-
sures are compared for males and females in a separate paper (Epstein and
McPartland, 1977).

14
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School Coping Skills:

4. Perceived quality of school life is a 5-item scale_that measures
: LS

3
student satisfaction with school, classwork, and studeif-teacher

relations,

5. Prosccial (schqol-task) behavior is a 6-item scale which requires

students to report their behavioral reactions to work-related demands

characteristic of the school setting.,

6. Disciplinary adjustment is a 9-item scale tha* concerns the

exteat to which students are involved in actions in class requiring

the teacher to admonish or punish them,

Goal Orientation

7. College plans is a single-item indicator of expected directions

for education in the future,

Table 2 presents the mean scores and t-tests by family ;nvironmental
subgroups for the seven m;asures. While several interesting patterns
appear in the unadjusted mean scores to suggest influence of family condi.-
tions on student outcomes, these will be examined in detail in the section
of:this paper on main effects. At this ;oint it may be noted -hat among
the personality me;sures, average self-reliance scores shww a clear develop-
mentgl trend, while scores in self-esteem and control of environment show
small and less consistent developmental increases., On school coping ékills,
students become less positive in their évaluation of school experiences and --
less responsible about their school-task behavior, WNo definite trend is
noted on dfétipiinary adjustment, except the oldest students who remain in
school through grade 12 are best adjusted (i.e., subjected to the fewest

disciplinary incidents)., College plans show small decreases from sixth

- through ninth grade, and them increase for twelfth graders, -as--the-time

v

for action on decisions approaches,

15
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Table 1

Means and standard deviations for family and school
environmental measures, by grade.

Grades
Environmental context 6 7 9 12
Family Environment

1. Family decision-making _

(Scored high=more child X 6.45 6.68 6.70 7.73
participation) s.d. (2.13) (2.28) (2.55) (2.55)

2. Level of regulation _

(Scored high=less X 7.61 8.12 8,58 1020
restrictive) s.d, (2.75) (2,.81) (2.75) (2.62)
3. Socio-economic status
a, Parents' education

(Years of school _ 5
completed by mother X, 27.66 - 27.20 26,88 *26.44
and father) N s.d.  (4.74) (4.,90) (4.78) (4.58)
b. Material x 17.43 17.63 17.98 18.15
possessions s.d. (3.25) (3.29) (3.21) (2.95)
i c. Family size x 2,44 2.63 2.69 2.63
s.d, (1.52) (1.71) (1.67) (1.70)

School Environment _ . . ’

1. Openness of the L X 62.86 64.99 77.61 80,03
instructional program s.d, (20,50) (16.86) (31.95) = (31.03)
(scored high=more open)

2. Classroom decision- x 5.00 5.19 5.70 6.71
ma zing style . s.d, (2.06) (2.17) (2.17) (2.21)
(scored hi§h=more child
participation) .

Sample Size - e . 1156 1021 1096 737
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The Tests for Interactions

N

One major question of this research is whether there exist inter-
pretable interaction effects of school and family environmgnts when we use
parallel environmental measures (i.e, family decision-making style and
classroom decision-making style) or when we use constructs that are similar
(openness of school program and openness of the family). To address the
questioh of family-school environment interactions, the test for hoﬁogeneity
of group regressions was performed to determire whether the regression
equations are the same for the contrasting‘family environment subgroups
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973; Tatsuoka, 1971); .

These tests help to determine whether there is a single, advantageous

%

social influence process for particular student outcomes or whether students
- . ' .

with different family experiences are differently affected by their indi-
vidual and school chara;:teristics° An interaction of %amily experiences
with at least one other variable is suggéeésted if the multiple (group) regres-
sion equations conducted separatély for each family sutgroup account for

¢

significantly more of the explained variation of the student outcomes than
a single (common) Q;del. In. other words, if the null hypothesis for homo-
geneity is rejected, we woﬁld'haVe evidence of a significant interaction
between the family éhvironment and at least oie other family, school, or
individual background variable, .It would then be possible to determine if

the significant effect was due to a family-school variable interaction where

the effect of a school variable on a student outcome would be different for

“students-from contrasting family groups. However, if the -amount of variance — --- -

explained is not significantly grrater with the use of multiple equations,

it may be that one family treatment is consistently more advantageous for

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC
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Table 2
FAMILY

Mean scores, t-test, and significance of family variable frr seven student outcomes by subgroup of family decision-
making style, level of regulation at home, and parents' nducation, by grade.

Participation in

Outcome and / Family Decisions Level of Regulation

Parents” Eduqafion b/

Grade Level— High Low t-test— Low High t-test™ High Low t-test™
Personality measures: / /
1. Self-reliance 6 10.36  8.85  9.44%S 9.86 9.34 2,99 9.85  9.33 2,96~
-7~ 10.98 9.38 8.92% 10.63 9.94 3.68 10.78 9.73 5.67%
9 11.65 10.31 7.32% 11.30 10,80 - 2,69 11,78 10.40 7.45%
2, Self-Esteem 6~ 3.13 2,75 4,56% 3.00 2,88 1.50 3.07 2,82 3.02
7 3.14 2,91 2.85% 3.08 3.00 1.08 3.13 2,93 2,42
9' 3016 2082 4.24* 3.03 3.00, 0031 3.21. 2.84 4067
12 3.38 3.04 3.63% 3.27 3.19 0.90 3.37 3.13 2,14
3. Control of s
Environment 6 6.53 5077 6.20* 6023 6.09 1015*(") 6036 5.94 3‘039’7""
7 6.68 5.77 6.84% 6.38 6.17 ° 1.61 6.56 5.92 4,74
9 6.84 5.72 8.56% 6.44 6.31 0.92%(~) 6.65 6.11 3.93
t 12 6.95 "6.14 5.25% 6.76 6.52" 1.55 6.70 6.59 0.74
School Coping Skills: ‘
4, Quality of )
School Life 6 2,42 1.74 7.30% 1.97 2,23 -2,75% 2,13 2,08 - 0.54
(short scale) 7 2,04 1.59 4,60% 1.69 2,00 -3.06% 1.94 1.73 2.09
9 1.86 1.40 5.18% 1.57 1.75 =2,00% 1.84 1.52 3,50
12 1,52 1.24 2,54% 1.38 1.43 -0,43% 1.49 1.38 1.02
5. Prosocial “ "
‘Behavior 6 1.13 1.85 -8,38% 1.52 - 1,43 1.03% 1.40 1.56 -1.60
(scored neg.) 7 1.49 2,07 -6,11*% 1.79 1.71 0.75% 1.65 1.86 -2,09
9 1.81 2,50 __ -7,76% 2,10 2.14 0.40: 2,02 2,20 -1,90
12 1.92 2,51 -5,28% 2,13 2,18 0.54 2,12 2,20 -0,61 A
12

continued
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Table 2 Continued

FAMILY
Outcome anda/ Family Style / Level of Regulation b Parents' Education
GradevleveL- High Low t~-test— Low High t-test— High Low t-test™
6. Disciplinary ~ : c/ e/ . e/
Adjustment 6 22.83 21,40 3,69%— 22,10 22,16 -0,15% 22.00 22,40 -1,027
7 22,05 20,93 2.,81% 21,18 21,97 -1.,97% 21,63 21,56 0.16
9 22,22 20,46 4,62% 21,05 21,85 -2.07* 22.35 20.66 4 ,49%
12 23.24 22,20 2,71 22,54 22,94 -1.06 72.81 22,71 0.27
Goal Grientation:
7. College ‘ .
Plans 6 .52 .48 1.28 .50 ‘.50 " -0,09 .62 _ 35 9.26% ..
7 48 41 2,12 b W45 -0.38 .61 .28 11,12% @
- 9 051 035 5037.',: ' 045 042 0.83”"(") 061 028 11.72*
12

.58 A 3.75 .52 52 T 0.24%(-) .72 .37 9.87%

EIRepreaentative sample sizes for outcomes 1, 4, 5, 7 are; Grade 6, 1149; Grade 7, 1016; Grade 9, 1109; and
Grade 12, 738, Random samples of students were administered scales for outcomes 2, 3, 6, 8 as follows:
Grade 6, 767; Grade 7, 683; Grade 9, 737; and Grade 12, 488,

E/t-xes& values of 1,96 or greater are significant at the .05 level,

E/Asterisk * .ndicates that the family variable is a significant regression coefficient in multiple regression
analyses {not reported here) when all other family, background, and school variables are controlled. Sign
in parentheses shows direction of beta when significant, i
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student outcomes. Thig is the possibility of significant main effects;

tests for main effects are described in a later section of this paper.

{ The tests for interactions were conducted separately for the three
family environment dimensions.ij Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C present the tests
of homogeneity of group regregsions for subgroupsaof fomily decision-making
style, level of regulation, and parents' ( ication. The tables first show
the percent of variance explained v, _a the group regression (multiple) model
is employed in which separate regression equations were used for contrast-
ing family groups. The next column presents the explained variance under
a single, common model (using only or- regression equation in whb..a the
family environmental measure is included as a dichotomous, independent
‘variable) along with the nine variables included in the model. The tables
also report the percent R2 increage of the multiple‘model over the common
model. Finally, the cables provide the F-ctatistics for the tests of homos
geneity of group regress;ons, and (for ease ‘of comparison of results) the
F-statistics for the tests of main effects of each family~environment
variable on the selected outéomes.

Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C show clearly that there are very few significant
interactions. Of the eighty four tests conducted, only 13 were significant;

of the 21 tests conducted at each grade level, 4 reached a standard level

1N

=" For these tests of interaction family environment me: sures are treated

dichotomously, representing authoritarian and democratic cunditions at

home, 1In other work where the range of variation of scores and patterns

of scores suggest it appropriate, family environmental conditions are

conceptualized and treated as a trichotomy--covering authoritarian, demo-

cratic, and permissive conditions (see Baumrind, 1966, 1970, Becker, o
R ---1964, -and Elder; -1971—for—a discussion of these dimensions). Curvilinearity

associated with measures of family decision-making or level of regulation

at home was not appareant in these data. '

’ 2%
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of significance in grade 6; 3 in grade 9; and 5 in grade 12, While these
numbers are greater than would be expected by chance, the patterns are not
consistent or interpretablé. For example, in grades 6 and 9 interactions
are significant for self-reliénce with different family environmental mea-
sures, but the patterns are not evident in grades 7 and 12. In grades 9

and 12 self-esteem is the dependent measure for which significant intef-

actions appear, but not in grades 6 and 7.

-

For purposes of theoretical exploration the significant interactions
were examined to discover if the school variables were creating the evi-
dence of interac*ions. Pro&uct éerqs for each family-by-school variable
combination were added to the regression equation separately for ana{ysis
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 19735. Openness of the school program and par-
ticipation in classroom decisions were each used to form producg terms

with parents' education, family decision-making style, and level of regu-

Y

lation for a total of six family-by-school product terms as potential con-
tributors to the set of significant interactions, In addition school-by-

school and family-by-family variable combinations were also examiﬁed. of

&

the fifteen tests conducted eight tests of significance are due at least

-

in part to family-school interactions, but every possible combination of

family and school variables is represented; seven are due to family-family

combinations with every possible combination of the measu-es; four are due

1

to neither family-school, family-family, nor school-school variable combina-

tions., No interpretable patterns by grade or outcome are evident among the

fifteen tests.

"7 "It is clear that there is no consistency across grades by outcome,
across grades by cluster, within grade by family environment subgfsup across

outcome, or by any other explicit pattern. 1In addition to the absence of

23 ‘
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Table 3A

Tests for interaction of Family Decision-making Style
with other family, school or individual characteristics, and main effects for
seven student outcomes, by grade.

% of Variance Explained by Associated F-statistic
1 2 3 4 5

Multiple / Common % increase e/ a/

Qutcome znd Grade model =~ model— (Col 1-2) Interactions™ Main effect™
1, Self-reliance 6 21,60 - 20,23 1,37 2,19 49,86
7 19,17 18,32 0.85 1,17 - 47.26
9 18,86 18.21 0.65 0.96 20,91
12 19.72 19,17 0.55 0.55 7.64
2, Self-esteem 6 14,27 13,87 0.40 0.38 12,88
; 7 11,30 10.55 0.75 0.63 6,08
9 20,84 18,05 2,79 2,81 5.84
12 15,74 10,64 5.10 3.15 5,06
3. Control of 6 23,02 21.54 1,48 . 1,60 . 22,04
Environment 7 22,40 19.44 2,96 2,81 34,72
- 9 21,96 20,80 1,16 1.18 . 45,88
12 15,68 12,82 . 2.86 1,76 ° 12,12
4, Quality of 6 18,02 17.02 1,00 1.54 39.18
School 1ife 7 13,44 12,64 0,80 1,03 18.92
— 9 12,86 12,17 0.69 0.96 16,10
- 12 12,53 11,22 1.31 1.20 3.92
5. Prosocial 6 15,31 : 14,00 - 1,31 1,03 48,15
Behavior 7 17.86 17.05 0.81 . 1.09 22,96
9 12,67 11.41 1,26 1.75 40,22
12 11.39 ~ 10,19 1.20 LY 1,08 19,73

Cont inued

]
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l Table 3A Continue&

.o : % of Vayiance Explained by . Associated F-statistic’
' .1 2 3 4 o 5 -
N - Multiplea/ Commonb/ % increase k e/
.8 0utcome)énd Grade model = model~ (Col 1-2) Ianractiong_ Main effect™ .
"6, Disciplinary 6 17,54 15.43 2,11 2,12 9,82
- ' Adjustment . 7 19,53 17,68 - 1,85 1.69 . 5.70
. P o9 17,81 - 16.74 1.07 1.04 14,11
12 17,34 " -13,91 3.43 2,16 1.71
7. College 6 12,85 / 12,51+ . 0.34 0.48 . 0,13
+ Plans 7 18.43 17,12 .- - 1.31 1.79 : 0.84
9 27.40 26,72 0.68 1.14 10.93
12

35.34 34,52 0.82 ) 1.02 2,88

$a
N

Q/Indepénde;t variables include: sex, parents' education, material possessions, family size, child's verbal

ability, level of family regulation, openness of school program, classroom decision-making style, and

report card grades, \

) R, ,,\
R/To the independent variables in (a) is added family decicsion-making style,

E/Level of significance: 1.89=,05 level; 2,43=,01 level, A )

-~

g/Level of significance: 3,85=,05 level; 6,66=,01 level,

wt
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. . Table 3B

Test for interaction of Level of Regulation at home with other family,
schcol or individual characteristics, and main effects for
seven student outcomes, by grade.

[—

% of vVariance Expiéined by ' Associated F-statistic
1 2 3 4 5
Multiple;/ Common % increase e/ d/
Qutcome and Grade model - model~ (Col 1-2) Interactions= Main effect—
1. self-reliance 6 23.36 22,57 0.79 . 1,28 0.22
7 21.71 20.85 0.86 : 1,20 . 0.88
9 20,97 18.92 2,05 3.11 0.21
12 21,45 19,91 1,54 1.57 0.03
2. Self-esteem 6 16,92 15.35 | 1.57 1,57 0.54
7 10.79 10, 34 0.45 0.36 0.02
9 22,35 19.28 3.07 3.12 4,40
12 13.20 11.88 1.32 0.80 2,09 =
3, Control of 6 25.97 24,43 1.54 - 1.73 4,41
Environment 7 21,03 20,43 0.60 . 0.55 0.68
9 22,43 21,70 . 0.73 0.75 5.62
12 19.39 16.45 2,94 1.90 1.43
4, Quality of 6 16.93 16.08 0.85 1.29 32,51
School Life 7 13,02 12,09 0.93 1.17 25,14
9 13.20 12,45 0.75 1.04 14,77
12 13,38 11,05 2.33 2,15 2,34
5. Prosocial  ° 6 16,04 15,32 © 0,72 . 1,07 16,73
Behavior 7 19.59 18, 94 0.65 , 0.88 12,56 .29
9 14,44 . 13,21 1.23 1.71 4,21 -
12 12.41 11,51 0.90 . 0.82 1,57

Continued. -
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Table 3B Continued

3 % of Variance Explained by Associated F-statistic
1 2 3 4 . 5
Multiple Common % increase ‘ d -
Outcome ana Grade model a/ modelE/ (Col 1-2) Interactionss/ Main effect“/
6. Disciplinary 6 17.95 15.9 2,01 2,03 1.85
Ad justment 7 20,46 18.16 2.30 . 2,10 17.39
9 17.88 17.33 0.55 0.53 14.64
12 17.10 14.43 2.67 1.68 3.33
‘ 7. College 6 12,90 12,14 0.76 1,08 2,38
Plans 7 18.34 16.99 I.35 . 1.45 2.30
9 27,09 < 26,96 0.13 . 0.22 2,06 —
12 34,60 34,08 — 0052 0.64 8.67 0

E/Independent variables include: sex, parents' education, material possessions, family size, child's verbal
ability, family decision-making style, openness of school program, classroom decision-making style,
and report card grades.

R E/To the: independent variables in (a) is added level of family regulation.

s/Level of significance: 1.89=.05 level; 2.43=.01 level,

E/LQVel of significance: 3,85=,05 level; 6.66=,01 level,
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Table 3C

Test for interaction of Family Social Class with other fami{y,
school or individual characteristics and main effects for
seven student outcomes, by grade.

k]

% of Variance Explained by : Associated F-statistic
) 1 2 3 ’ 4 5
Multiple / Commonb/ % increase in ' c/ 4/
Outcome and Grade. model — model— (Col 1-2) ’ Interactions * Main effect
:i - \/ "
1. self-reliance 6 23,79 22,17 1.62 . 2.68 2.01
7 21,90 21.30 0.60 0.86- 4,10
9 18,21 17.90 0.31 0.46 6.17
L 12 20,96 20,00 0.96 . 0.97 2,30
2. Self-esteem ' 6 15.98 14,72 1.26 1.25 : 2,90
7 11.42 11.04 0.38 0.32 - 2,10
9, _ 20.25 18.38 1.87 . 1.85 1.53
, 012 16,12 t 12,03 \ 4,09 . 2.55 0.67
& 3. ‘Control of 6 25,31 24,30 1,01 . 1,13 2,36
Environment 7 21,02 _ 20,34 0.68 0.64 2,84
9 22%63 . 22,03 0,60 0.61 2,51
- T T2 18;357  16.62 1.73 1,11 1.26
4, Quality of 6~ 18,17 17.55 0.62 : 0.95 0.32
School Life 7 14,42 13,557 0.87 1.13 1,28
. 9 13,04 ] 12,67 0.37 . ~ 0.51 0.25
12 12,48 . 12,08 0.40 . 0.36 2,80
5. Prosocial,~ 6 16.21 15.43 0.78 . T 1.17 .0.72
Behavior 7 21.31 19,77 1.54 v 2,18 1.85
9 14,05 12.80 1.97 ] 1.73 0.87
12 13.01 11.87 1.14 1.04 1.59
‘ O Continued.




Table 3C Continued

— -

% of Variance Explained by : Associated F-statistic
1 2 3 4 5
Multiple / Common % increase c/ a/
Qutcome and Grade model = model— (Col 1-2) Interactions = Main effect —
6, Disciplinary 6 17.08 16.15 0.93 0,94 1.78
Ad justment 7 20,31 18,94 1.37 1.27. 0.98
' 9 18.41 17,57 0.84 0.81 2.18
12 15,01 14,03 0.98 0.61 0.03
7. College 6 12,62 12,14 0.48 . 0,69 23,14
Plans 7 18,15 17.72 0.43 0.58 22,37
9 28,36 26.47 1.89 , 3.16 35.00
12 35,70 34,91 0.79 0.99 37.56

E/Independent variables include: sex, material possessiens, family size, child's verbal‘ability, family decision-
* making style, level of family regulation, openness of school prosgram, classroom decision-making style, and
report card grades,

E/To the indepen&ent variables in (a) is added parents' education,

3/Leve1 of significance: 1.89=,05 level; 2,43=,01 level,

Ei-/Level of significance: 3,85=,01 level; 6.66=,05 level,
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congisgtent pat&erqs of significant interactions, the increase in the per-
cent of variance explained due to the multiplé model 1is very smal{--less
than four percent in all but two instances, and usually less than two
percent, We do not greatly increa§e o;f understanding of the process of
development using a multiple model over a common model that accounts for

-~

students' family subgroup membership,

Study of Main Effects

A. Differences in Mean Scores of Family Environment Subgroups

: A
As the standard follow-up of insignificant or inconclusive interaction

effects, tests,of main effects were conducted to consider differences in

+

subgroup intercepts. These tests indicate whether the mean scores of two

‘\

groups are significantly differed%,.net of other independent variables in
the model. Column 5 on tables 3A, 3B and 3C reports the F-statistic associ-
ated with the teSt for main effects for each family environment dimension
on the seven student outcomes. The F-test is based on the increa;e in
explained variance due to the addition to the model of the family environ-
mental variable (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973).

On Table 3A there are, across grade levels, very consistent, signifi-

cant main effects of the family decision-making style variable for all out-

comes except college plans., In other words, the differences in mean scores
of low and high f;mily style éubgroups are significant, after controlling
on all other family, school and individual characteristics, Here, students
from families high in child participation in decilsion-making ;t home have

significantly higher scores on gself-reliance, self-resteem, control of

O
o
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environment, perceived quality of school life, school-task behavior, and

disciplihary adjustment; but mo difference is noted for college plans.

Table 3B shows less dramatic main effects ,for level of regulation

/

)
/ (family rules), but one interesting pattern should be noted., Using Table

r.

v

2 as a reference for tests of significance of differences in mean scores,

We see that when level of regulation at home is significant, (e.g. for
students' perceived quality of school 1life, school-task behavior and dis-
ciplinary adjustment) it is the studéﬁts with less regulation at home who )
are lgﬁi‘positivé toward school, less likely.to fulfill school-task detands, .
and less well adjusted., The same pattern is true when level of regulation
shows a significént main effect for control of environment and college
plans, This pat;grn appears contrary to the giptern of relationships
associated with tge main effects reporteé as significant’ in Table 3A. Using
Table 2 again as a reference, it is clear that children from families that °
offer more participation in decision-making are more positive on the same

outcomes, It appears that the communication-control aspect of the family-

authority system (measured by family decitsion-making style) is separate and

Ly

quite differcnt in effect from the regulation-control aspect at home (mea-
sured by number of rules). The most positive effects for school coping
skills are related to greater shared decision-making and relativgly high
regulation ét home, - '
Table 3C reports dramatic main effects in every grade of parents'
education on only one variable--college plans. College plans are no. much
influenced by family decision-making style or level of regulation, and the
other outcome variables are not much influenced by social class. As ex-

pected, it is, on the average, the students whose parents have higher

education who aspire to higher education themselves.
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éHe contrasts of fables 3A, 3B and 3C demonstrate the b;nefit of
representing the family environment by measures in addition to social class.
This is especially true when many types of student outcomes are being té-
searched. Certain aspects of the family environment are important for some
outcomes and not others. Social ciass, in particular, may not be the mosf
\

important aspect of the family environment for understandf .g the nature of

family influence on affective behavior, “

B. Relative Influence of Family, School, and Individual Characteristics

Table 4 presents the partitioning of explained variance among &
clusters of variables to clarify the relative influence of family, school
and individual characteristics.

/ .

possessions, and family §gge);

1. STATUS--Socioeconomic status (includes parents' education, material

2. FAM--Family authority system (includes family decision-making
style and level of regulation;
3. SCH~--School environment (includes openness of instructional pro-
gram and classroom decision-making style);
./ 4, INDV--Individual characteristics and ability (incl udes sex of
/ student, verbal IQ, and report card grades). .
The four clusters are composed of variables that differ in the degree to
which conditions represented are manipulable, Thus, STATUS and INDV
(family social class and individual abilities) are télatively difficult to
manipulate, but FAM and SCH (both organizatioﬁal and procedural conditions)

may be more amenable to social change.

P

The unique contribution (UNIQ) is the portion of variance for a given

outcome that is only associated with a particular cluster of variables in

38
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mcdel, The larger the unique contribution, the more &efinite Fhe.importance
of the VQriab}e cluster to the model. The joint contribution (JOINT) is
Athe §§E of explained variation the variable cluster shares with other vari-
able clusters.‘ These commonalities reflect intercorrelation among sets or
groups of variables in the model (Mood, 1971; Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973).
On Table 4, the JOINT coatributions, summed for each variable cluster, are
not qutuélly exclusive., Therefore the fotaL-percent of variance is not

the sum of unique and these joint contributions. - >

Table 4 summérize§~thc results of th? commonality analysis. Two
contrasts are of interest: (1) Columns 1-4 highlight the ;glative impor-
tance of the unique contributions of the four clusters within a grade for
the seven outcomes anq‘the consistency of these patterns across the g;ades;
and (2) Column 10 shows the maximum percent.of\Variance Qttributable to
the manipulable school and family environmental variable clusters. Reading
across columns 1-4 there are several clear contrasts of the importance of
the unique contributions of clu;ters for each outcome; and reading down
columns 1-4, differences may be noted in the outcomes most influenced by
each cluster:

1. UNIQ STATUS and COLLEGE PLANS

In every grade, UNIQ STATUS (fambf} socioecono&ic status) accounts
for a SiZeabfe portion of variance for college plans but not for aﬁy other
outcome; ghd UFIQ’STATUS contributes more to the explained variance of
college plans than does any other clust;r of variabdes.

2. UNIQ FAM and ALL OUTCOMES EXCEPT COLLEGE PLANS

UNIQ FAM (family authority system variables) is consistently important

at all grade levels for all variables except collegé plans.

39
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‘ 3. UNIQ SCH and SCHOOL FOPING SKILLS °

UNIQ SCH (school environ@ent variables) makes small but significant
contributions only to the meagures of school coping skills (perceived
quality of school experiences,\school-task behavior, and disciplinary
adjustment).l/ Schools can inf%uence student behaV}or, especially school
related attitudes and behaviors; and the influence of school experiences
increases as studentggire indiviéually affected by their treatment within
the school environment. It is important to note that family (FAM) and
individual w(INDV) contriﬁutions are always as layge or larger than those
of the school (éCH), but the school cluster is always more influential
than the STATUS variables for school coping skills. The school coping
skills are méasureﬁbly affected by all clustgrs of variables except social
class (STATUS).

4., UNIQ INDV ALL OUTCOMES

UNIQ INDV (per§ona1 characteristics and abilities, including sex,
verbal ability, and success in schgol) is a cluster of variables that
contributes significantly‘to the explained variance of all of the student
outcomes., This may be due to the fact that verbal ability and success
in school are,‘iﬁ part, outcomes of school and family experiences as well
as inputs that affect individual behavior. The cluster of individual

characteristics and abilities is included here not for the clarity of

explanation it provides about individuals, but to permit more focused

-

]
£ s

l/In analyses not reported here, the two variables in the school environ-
"ment cluster were aggregated at the school level. As would be expected,
the contribution to variance of individual level outcomes decreased, but
the pattern remained the same: UNIQ SCH contributions to school coping
skills were small but significant; UNIQ SCH did not affect other outcomes
of personality or college plans.

40
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Table 4

Percent of variance accounted for by -
Socioeconomic Status (STATUS), Family Authority System
(FAM), School Environment (SCH), Individual Characteristica (INDV)
for seven outcomes by grade,

by

1 2 . 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
JOINT JOINT JOINT JOINT TOT % MAXIMUM %

Grade and UNIQ UNIQ UNIQ UNIOQ WITHK WITH WITH WITH VAR due to FAM
Qutcome STATUS FAM SCHE b/ INDV. STATUS FAM SCH INDV EXPL_/ & SCH
Grade 6 '
1, self-reliance 0.43 6.25 3.06 4,90 1.74 5.78 5.76 5.24 22.61 16,36
2, Self-esteem 1,35 2.45 0.06 6.29 2.86 2,31 1,58 4,28 14,85 5.30
3. Control of . .

eivironment 0.99 °~ 5,22 1,18 9.14 2,54 4,79 4,53 6.57 24,46 - 12,74
4, Quality of

school 1ife 0.09 5.19 3.53 3.65 0.28 2,62 4,37 3.33 17,25 18,33
5. Prosocial : ;

behavior 0.24 5.53 3.00 1,92 0.37 .3.51 3.87 2,80 15.44 13,06
5, Adjustment to : .

school 0.90 2,39 4,08 5.14 0.34 2.16 3.42 2,33 16 .46 10,37 8-
7. College plans 5.86 ¢.23 0.22 2,21 4,16 0,19 0,95 3.38 12,60 1,53
Grade 7
1, Self-reliance ‘0.74 6,62 0.77 4,43 :5\§6 S 4,01 4,58 6.64 - -20,64 12,96
2, Self-esteem 0.78 1,07 0.56 4,16 3;83 ° 0,70 1.47 4,03 10,79 3.04
3. Control of ) . . .

environment 0.90 5.26 1.01 - 5.99 - 4,23 2.87 3.80 6.30 20,48 10,36
4. Quality of

school life 0.20 4,45 2.43 2.86 0.21 1,55 3.05 2,10 13,11 10,04
5. Prosocial

behavior 0.60 5.27 4,05 3.84 0.47 3.52 5.52 3.93 19.75 15,21
6..Ad justment to

school 0.30 3.79 5.84 5.46 0.05 1.44 3.27 2,32 18,79 : 12,92
7. College plans 4,87 0.29 0.70 2,96 7.45 0.34 3.88 7.24 17.13 . 4;84

41 C - 42
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Table 4 continued

Percent of Variance accounted for by
Socioeconomic Status (STATUS), Family Authority System
(FAM), School Environment (SCH), Individual Characteristics (INDV)
N for seven outcomes by grade,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

) JOINT  JOINT JOINT JOINT TOT % MAXIMUM 7%
. Grade and UNIQ UNIQ UNIQ UNIQ WITH WITH WITH . WITH VAR due to FAM
Out come STATUS  _FAM sen 2/ IV STATUS pam sci ¥ < 1oy exeL2/ & scn
Grade 9
l. Self-~reliance 1.9 2.59 1,03 3.50 7.06 3.47 4,69 8,35 18,77 9.72
2, Self-esteem 0.75 1.44 0.18 9.78 4,63 2,75 2,53 6.36 18.79 5.75
3. Control of ]
environment 0.79 6.63 0.78 5.62 3.76 5.65 4,22 7.35 22,42 14,29
4, Quality of . ‘
school life 0.14 2.54 2,23 2.54 1,98 2.60 4,33 4,34 12,88 9.83
5, Prosocial
behavior 0.32 5.17 1.33 2,22 0.90 2,9 3.45 3.06 13.33 10,67
6. Adjustment to . P
school 0.78 3.84 2,63 3.74 2,61 3.88 4,73 5.78 17.90 12,34
7. College plans 7.48 0.92 0.38 6.19 10.91 2,43 2.16 11,88 26,84 4,93
Grade 12
1, Self-reliance 0.89 2,08 0.35 9.00 4,41 _ 3,40 1.97 7.09 19,88 6.90
2, Sclf-esteem 0.12 2,81 0.15 4,39 1.59 “2.72 1,61 4,05 11,89 6.30
3. Control of ’
environment 0.52 5.88 0.48 3.71 0.95 4,06 2,75 4,26 15.94 11,12
4, Quality of :
school life 0.55 1.70 4,76 1.52 . 0.25 1.31 3.25 2.26 11.87 9.80
5. Prosocial . -
behavior 0.49 3.78 2.43 1.62 0.35 1.87 2,76 . ¢ 1,61 11.41 9.05
6. Adjustment to _
"school 0.24 0.64 4,99 4,35 -0.16 2,08 3.86 2,32, 14,03 9.63
7. College plans 9.90 1,33 0,63 10,71 10,47 1,14 2,80 11,85 34,93 5,07
a/ Total percent does not add to sum of unique and joint contributions because the JQINT categories include 444

redundant combinations of variables,
b/ Analyses show that the contribution of SCH is due mainly to the interpersonal student-teacher process and
less to the structure of the school program, (Also see Epstein and McPartland, forthcoming.)

P
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consideration of the contributi&h of the'family and school clusters
unconfounded by individual characteristics,

The last column of Table 4 (cdlumn 10) shows the maximum percent
of explained variance at?ributable to the school environment (SCH) and
the family environmeﬁt (FAM) clugpers of variables, The percent of the

total explained variance attributable in full or in part to school dnd

family environmental qualities is sizeable for all outcomes at all grade

"levels with the exception of college plans. These percentages are under-
estimated to the extent that verbal ability and report card grades are

-~

functions of school and family environments. The pefcentages are over-

R

v

estimated to the extent that portions of Joint variances are not agtribu-
table to school or family environménts, but rather golely to the STATUS
or INDIV variablei. Nevertheless,ﬁthe percentages are not far off the
mark, and suggest the very substantial potential influence of the
manipulable environmental variables as characterized in Fhis study-- =~ °

i.e. as authority-control structures at home and at school--on student

behavior.

C. Proportion of Influence of Family, School, and Individual Characteristics

We should also examine the proportion of explained variance of each
unique cluster to determine,whether the relative influence of a particular
cluster changes markedly over the adoles;ent years for particular cutcomes,
It is generally believed that the influence of the family decreases as
students complete adolescence, and that other contacts (e.g. the school
and/or peer group) increase in influence, Research on this issue has
typically focused on the influence of parents, teachers, and/or peers

on college plans (Kandel and Lesser, 1969; Picou and Carter, 1976).
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This ;tudy provides an opportunity to examine whether the influence of .
the family environment changes when compared to the influence of family
status, school eﬂvironment, and individual ability variables for several
student outcomes; including but nog limited to college plans;

Table 5 shows for each outcome the proportion of variance explained
by the unique (UNIQ) contributions of each cluster. PROP STATUS is
the percent of UNIQ STATUS divided by the total percent of variance
explained for a given outcome in a given grade. Similarly, PROP FAM,
YROP SCH, and PROP INDV are the proportions of explained variance,
attributable to the unique percents of variance explained in each instance.

Four outcomes should be noted that show different patterns of change

in proportions of variance explained among clusters. For self-reliance,

the influence of the family authority system decreases in importance
across the grades, and the influence of individual ability and success
increaséérdramatically for twelfth graauers, We can speculate that self-
reliance, ; de;elopmental outcome, involves some "tfade off"” of depen-
dencies so that as skills and experience in self-reliance are gained by
the individual, previous reliance on the family is transferred to the
self, This appears to be especially true as students approach the end

of high school.

Control of environment shows an opposite pattern. The influence

of the family authority cluster increases proportionately and the indi-
vidual ability cluster decreases in its proportion of explained variance,
Control of environment appears increasingly related to experiences with

shared authotrity in the home environment,

Still another pattern of change in proportions is present for

perceived quality of school life. Both family and individual variable
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Table 5

Proportion of variance accounted for by UNIQUE
STATUS, FAMILY, SCHOOL and INDIVIDUAL

clusters for seven outcomes, by grade

Qutcome PROP PROP PROP PROP
and Grade STATUS FAM SCH INDV

Self Reliance

6 ' .190 .276 .135 .217 . -
7 ) .036 .321 .037 .215 ’
9 e .103 .138 .055 .186
- 12 .045 .105 .018 453
Self Esteem
6 .091 .165 .004 424
7 .072 .099 .052 . 386
9 .040 077 .010 .520
12 010 .236 .013 .369
Control of i
Environment 4
6 .040 .213 .048 374
7 044 .257 .049 .292
9 .035 .296 .035 «251
12 .033 .369 .030 .233
Quality of School
Life
6 © ,005 .301 .205 212
7 015 .339 .185 .218
9 011 .197 .173 .197
12 046 .143 401 .128
Prosocial Behavior
6 ) 016 .358 .194 24
7 .030 .267 .205 194
9 .024 .388 . 100 .167
12 .043 .331 .213 142
Adjustment to
School
6 .055 . 145 .248 .312
7 .016 .202 311 .291
9 044 .215 147 .209
12 .017 046 .356 .310
College Plans
6 465 + ,018 017 .175
7 .284 017 041 .173
9 .279 .034 014 .231
12 .283 +.038 .018 . 307
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clusters decrease in influence across the grades, and the school environ-
ment cluster dramatically increases its proportion of explained variance
~

for students in grade 12.

v Finally, for college plans, PROP STATUS decreases initially, but

maintains its position as the key family component. The cluster of
individual characteristics and ability variables increases its proportion-
ate contribution as students get closer to the point of college entry.

It will not be easy to explain the differences in pagtterus of change
in proportions of variance explained noted for these ;our outcomes or
anomalous patterns for other outcomes. We must be able to determine
whether’the variety of patterns are due to some predictable processes of
sog}alization such &s developmental processes or critical points in the
adolescent experience, due to discernable differences in between-school
variance on particular independent variables, or due to unmeasured or
unmeasurable variables. Final analyses of changes in influence may require
longitudinal data, preferably collected syskematically over many years.
The patterns of proportions are also of interest because of the single
conclusion thay support--that family and school environmental pfocesses

have a persistent, if changing, influence on nonacademic behaviors,

throughout the years of adolescence.

Summary and Discussgion

The interaction effects,

The tests for interactions present convincing evidence that no

consistent patterns of interactions exist to suggest that different
Processes are at work for students from different tamily subgroups for

the seven nonacademic outcomes studied. The grades in which statistically

4¢




TABLE 6 .

N
¥

SUMMARY TABLE: Significant interactions and main effects for grade leQels by

family environmental dimension for seven cutcome variables,

Family Environmental Dimension )
Outcome ' Interaction Tests a/ Main Effects Tests \\
Participation in Level of Sccio-economic| Participation in Level of SoééQ-economic
Family Decisions Regulation Status Family Decisions Regulation Status
, N
Personality \\
Self-reliance 6 9 6 6,7,9,12 - 7,9\
Self-esteem 9,12 9 12 6,7.3,12 9 - \
Control of environment 7 - - 6,7,9,12 6,9 - A\
School Coping Skills
Quality of School Life - 12 - 6,7,9,12 6,7,9 -
Prosocial School~task - - 7 6,7,9,12 6,7 9 -
Disciplinary Adjustment 6,12 6,7 6,7,9 , 7,9 -
Goal Orientation
College plans - - 9 9 12 6,7,9,12

a/

~ Some of the significant interactions are due to famil;-school variable interaction and some are due to
family-family variable interaction.
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skills. 1In addition, at least a moderate level of regulation or control

at home appears advantageous for school coping skills, personal adjustment
and advancement. School environments that emphasize shéred decision-making .
also tend to promote positive school attitudes, behavior, and ad justment,
These results confirm the tﬁe;ries and extend the more limited studies of
students and outcomes of shhre& authority at home (e.g. Baumrind, 1966:

1970; Brim and Wheeler, 1966; Bronfenbrenner, 1960; Claﬁsen, 1968; Douvan
and Adeison, 1966; Elder, 1968} Glidewell, 1966; Smith, 1968; Strodbeck

1958) and ghared authority at school (e.g. Minuchin, 1969; slaughter, 1977).
The results appear to be generalizable across the middle and high school
years (grades 6-12) for the white students, Contrary to some popular opinion
that the influence of the family declines in late adolescence, the results

of this research shows a coﬁsistent and convincing influence of family and

school environments on positive student development, The findings strongly

suggest that throughout adolescence children are influenced in important

ways by what families and schools do and how they do it.

The amount and kind of student participation in decisions at ho@e and
at school affect student success :n school and growth as individuals as
much or more tuan family social class. While social class is a convenient
measure that has been used aften in the past as a substitute for otﬁer
aspects of the family environment, and while it remains a critical control
variable, it does not adequately represent the more complex conditions of
family 1life such as the autherity-control system, It is important to
recognize that specific measures of family and school environments are

o
necessary if we are to understand the procesges of education and child

development,

The affective outcomes congidered in this research are not trivial

o1
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behaviors. FEf;iIE; and schools can and do influence these and similar
éérsonality, coping, and goal-oriented behaviors. This study suggests
.that the greatest benefit to students will be derived from home and school -
" environments that provide opportunities for important decision-making by
youngsters. Since ;chools appear to have far less influence than families
on these behaviors, it would be appropriate for schools to consider

specific models of organization that’create instructional and interpersonal

-~
~

conditions that more closely resemble effective family environmental
conditions. This may be one important way in which schools will be able
to increase their influence on the development of students' positive

attitudes and behavior,




18 .

References

A

Atkiﬁéon, John W, : B
1974 "Motivational determinants of intellective performance and
cumulative achievement." 1In j. W. Atkinson and J, O. Raynor
(Eds.) Motivation and Achievement. Washington, D.C.: V. H.
"Winston and Sons. .
Atkinson, John W., Willy Lens, and P, M. 0'Malley )
1976 \Motivation and ability: Interactive psychological determinants
of intellectual performance, educational achievement, and each
other,"” 1In W. Sewell, R. Hauser, and D, Featherman (Eds.)
Schooling and Achievement in American Society. New York:
Academic Press.

Averch; H., S. Carroll, T. Donaldson, H. Kiesling, J. Pincus
1972 How Effective ig Schooling? Santa Monica: Rand.

Barth, Roland §. ‘
1972 Open Education and the American School. New York: Agathon.

Baumrind, Diana )
1966 "Effects of authoritative control on child behavior." Child
Development 37: 887-907,

1970 "Socialization and instrumental competence in young children."
In Willard Hartup (Ed.) The Young Child: Reviews of Research.'
Washington, D, C.: National Association for the Education of
Young Children.

Becker, W. C. ..
1964 "Consequences of different kinds of parental discipline." 1In
M, L. Hoffman and L. W. Hoffman (Eds.) Review of Child Develop-
[ ment Research. New York: Russell Sage Foundation,

: N Berliner, David C., and Leonard S, Cahen

1973 "Trait-treatmene interaction and learning." Pp. 58-94 in F. N.
; - Kerlinger (Ed.) Review of Research in Education. Itasca,
| -I1llinois: Peacock, .
! Bidwell, Charles E.

1972 ""Schooling and socfalization for morel commitment," Interchange

3: 1-270 F
Bloom, Benjamin S.
1976 Human Characteristics and School Learning. New York: McGraw
' Hill.

Boocock, Sarane S.
1972 An Iniroduction to the Sociology of Learning. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company.
, .Bracht, G. H.
: 1970 ’ "Experimental factors related to aptitude-treatment interactions.'
Review of Educational Research 40: 627-647.

53




39

" ‘Brim, 0. G., Jr. and-S. Wheeler
1966 Socialization After Childhood: Two Essays. New York: Wiley.

Bronfenbrenner, Urie .
1960 ""Some familial antecedents of responsibility and leadership in
adolescents,” 1In L. Petrullo and B. Bass (Eds.) Studies in
Leadership. New York: Holt,

Clausen, John A.
1966 "Family strvcture, socialization and personality." Pp. 1-53 in
L. W. Hoffman and M. L. Hoffman (Eds.) Review of Child Research,
Vol, 2, New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

1968 "“Perspectives on childhood socialization."” Pp, 131-181 in J. A.
Clausen (Ed.) Socialization and Society. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company.

Cronbach, Lee J., and R, E. Snow

1977 Aptitudes and Instructional Methods. New York: Irvington,
Dewey, John
1902 The Child and the Curriculum. Chricago: University of Chicago
Press.

Douvan, Elizabeth and J, Adelson
1966 The Adolescent Experience, New York: Wiley.

Elder, Glen H.
1968 Adolescent Socialization and Personality Development, Chicago:
Rand McNally,

1971 "Parental power legitimation and its effect on the adolescent,"
Pp. -179-190 in J. P. Hill and J. Shelton (Eds.) Readings in
Adolescent Development and Behavior. Englewood Cliffs: Pren-
tice Hall, .

Epstein, Joyce L. and James M, McPartland
1975 "The effects of open school organization on student outcomes,"
Report 194, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Center
for Social Organization of Schcols.

1976a "The cégcept and measurement of the quality of school life,"

American Educational Research Journal 13: 15-30,

“'School authority structures and stwdent development." 1In
H. Walberg (Ed.) forthcoming,

Feldman, Kenneth A. and Theordore M, Newcomb .
1969 The Impact of College on Students., San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,

Feldman, Kenneth and John wWeiler

T 1976 “Changes in initial diff rences among major-field groups: An
exploration of the 'accentuation effect.'" Pp, 373-407 in
William H. Sewell, Robert M, Hauser, and David L. Featherman

(eds.) Schooling and Achievement in American Society. New York:
Academic Press.

[ nef

54




40

Getzels, J. W. .
"Socialization and education: A note on discontinuities." Pp.
44-51 in H., J. Leichter (Ed.) The Family as -Educator. New York:
Teachers College Press,

Glidewell, J. C., Mildred C. Kanter, L. M. Smith, and L. A. Stringer
1966 "Socialization and the social structure in the classroom,
Pp. 221-256 in L. W. Hoffman and M. L. Hoffman (Eds.) Review
of Child Development Research, No. 2, New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 1966,

v

Gump, P, V.
1974 The behavior setting: A promising unit for environmental

designers. Pp. 267-275 in R, H, Moos and P. M, Insel (Eds.)

Issues in Social Ecology. Palo Alto: National Press Books.

Holland, John L, ’
1973 Vocational Choices: A Theory of Careers, Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice Hall. .

Hunt, David E.
1971 "Matching modelsgsin education: The coordination of teaching
methods with student characteristics.® Ontario: Ontario
Studies in Education.

Jencks, C,, M, Smith, H. Acland, M, Bane, 0. Cohen, H, Gintis, B. Heyns,
S. Michelson
1972 Inequality. New York: Harper,

Kandel, D, and G. Lesser
1969 "Parental and peer influences on educational plans of adoles-
cents," American Sociological Review 34: 213-223.

Katz, Fred E.
1969 "The school as a complex social organization." Harvard Educa-
tional Review 34: 428-455.

Kerlinger, Fred N. and Eiazer J. Pedhazur
1973 Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research., New York: Holt
. Rinehart and Winston,

Kohlberg, L. p
1966 ’Moral education in the schools: A developmental view,"
School Review 74: 1-30, ~

<

Lewin, K, .
1935 A Dynamic Theory of Personality. New York: McGraw-Hill.

McPartland, James M. and Joyce L. Epstein

1976 Effects of Open School Structure on Student -Student and Student -
Teacher Processes. Paper presented at AERA, 1976,

| 55




41

McPartland, James M, and Joyce L. Epstein
1977 "Open schools and achievement: Extended tests of a hypothesisg
of no relationship." Sociology of Education 42: 133-143,

Minuchin, Patricia, Barbara Biber, Edna Shapiro, and Herbert Ziniles
1969 The Psychological Impact of School Experience, New York:
Basic Books,

ﬁitchell, James V,
1969 "Educatioﬁ'a challenge to psychology: The prediction of behavior
from persgn-environment interactions,! Review of Educational
Research 39: 695-721, '
i
Mood, Alexander M,
1971 "Partitioning variance in multiple regression analyses as a
tool for developing learning models." American Educatioaal
Research Journal 8: 191-202,

Pervin, L, A.
1968 ""Performance and satisfaction as a function of individual-
environment fit," Psychologifal Bulletin 69: 56-68,

Fiaget, J,
1932 The Moral Judgment of the Child, London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul,

Piaget, J, and Inhelder, B,
1969 The Psychology of the Child. New York: Basic Books, Inc.

Picou, J, Steven and Carter, T. Michael
1976 "Significant other influence and aspirations." Sociology of
Education 49: 12-22,

Prentice, Alison L. and Susan E. Housten (Eds.)

1975 Family, School and Society. Toronto: Oxford University Press,
Rathbone, Charles
1971 The open classroom: Underlying premises. The Urban Review
5: 4-10, . \\

' Salomon, Gavriel A
1972 "Heuristic models for the generation of aptitudextreatment

interaction hypotheses." Review of Educational ReQFarch 42

327‘344. e \

Slaughter, Diane 7, ‘ . ‘ N
1977 "Relation of early parent-teacher soclalization influences. to
achievement orientation and self-egteem in middle childhood
among low income black children.” Pp, 101-131 in John_ G. o
Glidewell (Ed.) The Social Context of Learning and Development,
New York: Gardner Press, Inc,




\‘
Snow, R. E.
1970 "Research on media and aptitudes.' Viewpoints., Bulletin of
the Indiana University School of Education 46: 63-91.

Solomon, Daniel and Arthur Kendall
1976 Final Report: Individual Characteristics and Children's Per-
formance in Varied Educational Settings. Rockville, Maryland:
Montgomery County Public Schools.

Spady, William G.

1973 "The impact of school resources on students" in F. N. Kerlinger
(Ed.) Review of Research in Education, Itasca, Illinois:
Peacock.

Stern, G, G.

1970 People in Context: Measuring Person-Environment Congruence in
Business and Industry. New York: Wiley,

Strodtbeck, Fred
1958 "Family Interaction Values and Achievement," Pp. 135-194 in
McClelland (Ed,) Talent and Society., New Jersey: Van Nostrand.

Tatsuoka, Maurice M, .
1971 Multivariate Analyses, New York: John Wiley and Sons,

Torrence, E, P,
1965 "Different ways of learning for different kinds of children,"
Pp. 253-262 in E. P. Torrence and R. D. Strom (Eds.) Mental
Heaith and Achievement: Increasing Potential and Reducing
School Dropouts. New York: Wiley,

Turiel, E,.

1969 "Developmental processes in the child's moral thinking." Pp.
92-133 in P. Mussen, J. Langer, and M, Covington (Eds,) Trends
and Issues in Developmental Psychology. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston,

Ward, W, D., and Barcher, P. R.

1975 "Reading achievement and creativity as related to open class-
room experience." Journal of Educational Psychology 67: 6&3-
691, ‘

Weber, Lillian

1971 The English Infant School and Informal Edv:ation. New Jersey:
Prentice Hall,




" T -

Appendix A

Measures of Independent and Dependent Variables

I. Measures of the Family Environment

1. - Family decision-making style is a scale composed of the sum of scores

on twelve items on the student questionnaire, which include (for example):

I do not have to ask my parents for permissioa to do most things (True = 1),
False = 0); My parents trust me to do what they expect without checking

up cnme (T =1, F = 0); How much do you take part in making family
decisions about yourself (Very much = 1, Much = 1, Some = 0), Very little

= 0, None = 0), The reliability coefficient for this scale is .71.

2. Level of regulation is ihe number of behaviors from a check-list of

14 possibilities for which a student indiéates that his parents have
definite rules, For example, this check-1list includes: Time to be in
on school nights, time spent watching T.V., use of telephone, clothes
you may wear, doing the dishes, doing other jobs around the house. The
reliability coefficient for this scale equals .75,

3. Socioeconomic Status

N

A, Parents' education is the sum of the score on two student question-

naire items: *How far in school “id your father go?" and "How far in
school did your mother go?" The item scoring used for the seven
response categories to these questions ranged from 8 for 'Did not go
to high school" to 18 for "Attended graduate or professional school
after college." This scoring represents the aﬁbrox@mate number of

\
\
vears of school completed for the particular response category.
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B. Material posseqsions in the home is the number of items checked

by an individual student from a iist of 2; possessions., For example,
tﬁe check list included the following: vacuum cleaner; air conditioner,
elertric dishwasher, dictionary, three or morc magazine subscriptiéﬁs,

color T.V., typewriter. The reliability coefficient for this scale

equals ,79.

C. Family size is measured by one student questionnaire item: '"How

many brothers and sisters do you have?" (range 0-9).

.

II. Measures of the School Environment

1. The Open School Scale. This basic measure of the openness of the

schcol environment is based on the average of student response to a 28-
item index. Each of seven questions in the student questionnaire was
repeated four times to refer separately to each of.four academic subjects.
The first of the seven questions appeared in the following form:

Read each sentence below. Then, for each of the stbjects, check
the line that tells how often the statement is true for you in ‘
each subject. ;

1. In class, I can talk to other students wnile I work

Always Often  Sometimes Seldom Never

English .
Math

Social Studies
Science

]

n
|

1]

e
B
————

The remaining six questions, which also followed the same sub ject-

-

specific format, were:

2. In class, I must sit next to the same students,

3. 1In class, I can move about the room without asking the teacher.

4. In class, the teacher stands in front of the room and works with
the class as a whole. ]
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5. When I am working on a lesson, the other students in my class are

working on the same lesson.

6. Most days there are several assignments the tcacher tells me I

could select, and I choose the one I want to work on,

7. 1 could fall behind in my work without the teacher finding out

about it for a couple of weeks or more,

For each of the 28 items (7 questions x 4 subjects) the percent of
students who reported the program as "open'" was calculated in each grade in
each school. The measure of "school openness'" is the average percent
across the 28 items and is assigned according to the school and grade in
which each individual student is enrolled. For example, a score of 25.0
for a particular school and grade means that on the average item 25 percent
of the students report that their classes are usually "open'" in mode of
operation. Theoretically, the score on this continuum could range from
0 to 100 percent, The actual range of scores for this sample on the
Sahool Openness measure is 11.5 to 39.7 in grade 5, 10,2 to 35.3 in
grade 6, 14.4 to 37.3 in grade 7, 16.5 to 53.1 in grade 9, and 17.4 to
58.1 in grade 12,

Tests were performed that shrw significant differences in openness

of instruction at every grade level,

2, Classroom decision-making style is a scale composed of the sum of

scores on ten items from the student questionnaire, which include the same
items as the family-decision making scale described abovc but with teachers
rather than parents as the referent, The reliability coefficient for this
scale is .70. - .
Other Individuz! Background and Ability Variables

1. Sex is scored male = 1; female = O,

2. Report card grades in math and English, reported by the student on

the questionnaire, were coded A =5, B=4, C=3, D=2, and E =1 for

each subject and summed,
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3. Child's verbal ability is the student score on the Cognitive Abilities

Test, verbal intelligence gsubscale, administered by the school district,
IV. Measures of Student Development
Pergonality Variables

1. Self-Reliance

Scale of 18 items for the secSndary school level has a reliability

coefficlient of .70, Items include:

Scoring

I feel very uncomfortable if I disagree with what my

friends think, F=1,T=0
When the teacher tells me to keep busy on my own, I'm

lost and I do not know what to do. F=1,T=0
I think it will not be very hard for me to face "the

cold, cruel world," F=0,T=1
I just cannot say "No" when my friends call me to do

something with them, F=1,T =0
Even tiiough I may not agree with my friends, I will

often give in because I don't want to upset things. F=1,T=0
I usually cannot get started on a wr'ting asgignnent

until I get some ideas from my teacher, F=1,T=0

2, Self-Esteem is a four item measure with a reliability coefficient

of .58, Items include;

] Scoring:A
I can do many things well, T=1, F=.0
If I could change, I would be someone different from -
myself. ‘ T=0,F=

Y il
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3. “ControT"df'EanfahmggEV1s a nine item scale with a reliability

cocfficient of ,68, Items include:

Scoring
Luck decides most things that happen to me. T=0,F=1
When I make plans, I am almost always certain that
T can make them work, T=1,F=0
Good luck is just as important as hard work for
success, T = 0; F=1

School Attitudes and Coping Skills

4. Perceived Quality of School Life (short scale) is a 5-item scale with a

reliability coefficient of .67. (The short scale, a version of the QSL
(Epstein and McPartland 1976a) was administered to the total sample of

students.,) Items include:
s

Scoring
T enjoy the work I' do in class. Always, Often = 1
Work in class is just busy work and a waste of
time, Seldom, Never =1
T feel I can go to my teacher with the things that
are on my mind, Always, Often = 1

5. Prosocial School-task Behavior is a 5-item scale with a reliability

coefficient of ,63. Items are scored in the negative direction so that

a low score indicates reports of responsible behavior., Items include:

¢

Scoring
. If there were no report cards, I would still work
just as hard in school. T=0,F=1
If I knew the teacher was not going to. collect my
homework, I would not do my best, T=1,F =20
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6. Disciplinary Adjustment is a nine-item weighted scale with a

reliability of .77. Items include:

Scoring
During this school year have you ever been suspended
from school? - Yes = 0, No = 3
During this school year were you ever sent to the
office for getting into trouble? _ Several times = 0
, Once or twice = 2
Never = 3
During this.school year were you ever scolded in
class for fooling around (and 6 other infractionms). Several times = 0
~ ' Once or twice = 2
o Never = 3

Goal Orientations

7. College Plans is a single item indicator of plans to attend college

“"as a full-time student right after high school." .




